Is there a crisis in creativity science? According to the feature article (Glăveanu, 2014 -in the first issue of this journal), there can be no doubt that there is. However, as the current issue shows, there is no agreement among creativity scholars that this is the case. This editorial does not aim at providing an additional critique of Glăveanu's perspective. Instead, I rather re-iterate some previously raised arguments (Karwowski, 2012) , and call for middle-range theorizing in creativity science.
Having provocative, yet thorough papers for the inaugural issue of a new journal is the dream of every editor and a gift when it happens. Hence, as we highlighted in our first editorial (Karwowski & Uszynska-Jarmoc, 2014) , we were more than happy, to open the first issue of CTRA ("Creativity: Theories -Research -Applications") with an article written by Vlad Petre Glăveanu of Aalborg University, and we are grateful for his engagement in this exchange. In his article, Glăveanu challenged the way that mainstream creativity science is functioning, seeing the psychology of creativity as a discipline in crisis. However, as the commentaries included in the current issue show, this claim is far from being obvious and Most of the commentators perceive today's psychology of creativity as a flourishing field. Several commentators also disagree with the claim that more general theories in creativity science are either useful or required at all. Some time ago, commenting on another thought-provoking article of Glăveanu (2012) , I argued that in the social sciences (creativity science included) middle-range theories (Merton, 1968) work best, building bridges between theoretical ideas and research results, and allowing the development of empirically testable theories, instead of often unfalsifiable grand theories (Karwowski, 2012) . Wide, grand theories (Baer, 2011) are sometimes useful as paradigm-builders, but simultaneously are rarely testable and -as a result -too often end by being more a kind of ideology in science than the science itself. Rarely, for sure too rarely, grand theories are effectively translated into research programs -the only one, relevant to creativity, which comes to my mind at this moment is Campbell-Simonton's Blind Variation Selective Retention Theory, which has been vigorously tested, thanks to the continuous work of Dean Simonton (1998 Simonton ( , 1999 Simonton ( , 2011 , see also Simonton, this issue). More generally however, grand theories are often much more fruitless than scholars -especially those humanistically oriented -would ever admit. Quite the opposite is observed in the case of middle-range theories -theoretical models which are well-operationalized, and possible to re-organize effectively. Even wide theoretical models, like James Kaufman's and Ron Beghetto's "Four-C Model of Creativity" (Kaufman & Beghetto, 2009 ), could be translated into a number of empirically testable hypotheses, allowing us better understanding not only of the relationship between different forms and levels of creativity, but also the pathway from creative potential (mini-c and little-c) to creative achievement.
Hence, my personal opinion has not changed, and I still think that creativity science works as normal science does (Kuhn, 1962) : usually focusing much more on small-level incremental changes and improvements, than revolutionary changes and huge discoveries. It is somehow paradoxical, that although laypeople and experts perceive creativity as quite a revolutionary activity, the great majority of creativity scholars work more as adaptors than innovators -using the well-known Kirton (1976) distinction, or more as experimentalists than conceptualists -to use Galenson's (2009) terms. We add small
The Creativity Crisis (is not) as Plain as the Nose on Your Face: ... / CREATIVITY 1 (2) 2014 bricks of results and ideas to the building of the creativity literature. But to flourish, the field needs conceptualists and experimentalists, adaptors and innovators. Vlad Petre Glăveanu, without any doubt, is an innovator and conceptualist in the field. Indeed, in his extensively published work, he not only criticizes the status quo of creativity science (Glăveanu, 2012 (Glăveanu, , 2014 , but also proposes several new and interesting theoretical ideas (Glăveanu, 2010 (Glăveanu, , 2012a (Glăveanu, , 2013 , which enrich our understanding of creativity as a social phenomenon and may form an inspiration for ambitious empirical projects.
It may be the case that, when scholars in the certain field of science focus more on discussing the field's condition, than spending their time on research, it is likely to be devastating for this area of research. On the other hand however, in creativity science and in our journals, we too rarely discuss this status quo from the meta-perspective (see for instance Makel, 2014; Richards & de Cock, 1999) . Thus, it is the great pleasure of the whole CTRA team, to have such an exchange of perspectives in the pages of our journal. We wish our readers enjoyment and new insights, while reading it. And finally, we would like to end with the reminder that this is not the last word on the subject -the forthcoming issue (1) 
